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RICE ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


MONDAY, JULY 1, 1957 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commopiry SuBCOMMITTEE ON RIcE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a. m., in Room 
308, New House Office Building, Hon. Clark W. Thompson (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Representatives Thompson, Gathings, Krueger, and 
Hagen. 
Also present : Mabel C. Downey, clerk. 
Mr. Tuompson. The committee will be in order. 
The committee has convened to consider the Bill H. R. 4709 by 
myself. 
(H. R. 4709 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 4709, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, with respect to 
rice acreage allotment history 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 353 (b) of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, be amended (1) by inserting in 
the first sentence thereof the words “in the State” immediately following the 
words “persons who have produced rice’, (2) by inserting in the second sentence 
thereof the words “in the State” immediately following the words “persons 
who will produce rice” and immediately following the words “but who have not 
produced rice”, and (3) by adding at the end of subsection (b) a new sentence 
reading as follows: “The planting of rice in 1957 or any subsequent year on a 
farm for which no rice acreage allotment was established shall not make the 
farm eligible for an allotment as an old farm or the producers on the farm 
eligible for allotments as old producers under this section: Provided, however, 
That by reason of such planting the farm or the producers, as the case may be, 
shall not be considered as ineligible for a new farm allotment or new producer 
allotment, as the case may be, under the preceding sentence of this subsection.” 


Mr. THompson. Mr. Satterfield of the Department is present to ex- 


plain and justify the bill from the standpoint of the Department. 
Will you proceed, Mr. Satterfield. 
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STATEMENT OF J. A. SATTERFIELD, ASSISTANT CHIEF, PROGRAM 
ANALYSIS BRANCH, GRAIN DIVISION, COMMODITY STABILIZA- 
TION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; 
ACCOMPANIED BY EDWIN F. ROLLINS, RICE ACREAGE ALLOT- 
MENT SECTION, GRAIN DIVISION, COMMODITY STABILIZATION 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


RICE ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


Mr. Satrerrretp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I do not have a prepared statement to present to this committee. 
The fact is, I received such short notice to testify on this bill that I 
was unable to prepare a statement before appearing here today. I 
feel that the report on the bill submitted by the Department fully 
explains the defects in the present rice legislation. This bill would 
correct these defects. 

Under the provisions of existing legislation there is a question as to 
whether a person producing rice without an allotment should in the 
following year be entitled to an allotment as an old producer. This 
bill, as we understand it, attempts to make it clear that a person who 
plants rice without an allotment cannot in the following year qualify 
for an allotment as an old producer. As an illustration we have two 
adjoining States where allotments in one of the States are determined 
on a producer basis and allotments in the other State are determined 
on a farm basis. These States are Texas and Louisiana. The rice- 
producing areas of these States adjoin, and it is possible under the 
present law for a Louisiana producer to utilize his acreage history for 
establishing an allotment for a farm in Louisiana which he now 
operates and to lease land in Texas and also use the history for estab- 
lishing a producer allotment there. We do not believe that Congress 
intended this, though the law is interpreted to mean just that. So we 
feel that something should be done to correct this defect in the law. 

Mr. TuHomrson. Let me tell you of a case we had down in Texas 
where a Louisiana producer came over into Texas and planted some 
grain sorghum or some other commodity which required no allotment. 
Then between the rows he planted rice. He made no attempt to har- 
vest a crop of rice, but he had planted a certain acreage, so had no 
rice to sell and no penalties accrued against him. However, the fol- 
lowing year he came along and claimed that rice as history, and, as I 
understand the present law there is no way to prevent this. Does this 
law correct that situation ? 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. This bill will correct that situation. 

Mr. Tuomeson. What is the wording that particularly brings that 
about ? 

Mr. Sarrerrretvp. There is a provision in the existing law which 
provides that no acreage planted to rice in excess of the farm allot- 
ment shall be taken into account in establishing future State, county, 
and farm acreage allotments. 

Mr. THompson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. THompson. Back on the record again. 

Mr. Satrerrre.p. In the case which you have recited I should point 
out that 353 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 would 
define the farm operator as an old producer but without rice history. 
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The General Counsel’s Office of the Department has nents this 
to mean that any rice producer who qualifies as an old producer must 
be given an allotment of something other than zero. 

Mr. Tompson. So that means that the follow’ ing year after he has 
produced once 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. Yes. 

Mr. THomeson. Not illegally but without allotment even though 
his production is outside of the allotment, he is an old producer and 
can claim that history. 

Mr. Satrerrretp. Well, he can claim past experience, but he cannot 
claim acreage history. He is an old producer without rice history. 
The General Counsel’s Office has taken the position that when a rice 
producer is determined to be an old producer we must establish an 
allotment for him of some size other than zero. 

What has usually happened in such cases is this: The county com- 
mittee will establish an allotment of maybe 10 or 15 acres, something 
that will not materially affect the other producers in the county, so as 
to meet the interpretation of the law. 

Mr. Garuines. And the other acreage would then revert back to 
the county committee ? 

Mr. SarrerrtetpD. There is no acreage to revert to the county com- 
mittee since any allotment made to these farms must come from the 
county allotment. The balance of the county allotment is available 
for apportionment to all other eligible farms in the country. 

Mr. Tuomeson. Now this hypothetical situation is true in Texas. 
They are actually doing this very thing we are speaking of. This 
producer that we are speaking of this year will come along and claim 
to be an old producer and will be given some acreage. 

Mr. SarrerrreLp. Right, unless, “of course, the law is changed to 
specifically spell out what was intended. 

Mr. Tuompson. Now we are not at the moment concerned with cot- 
ton, but let me ask you this question. Could not a man do the same 
thing with cotton ? 

Mr. Sarrerrietp. Yes; under the present language of the cotton 
provisions I think that is true. 

Mr. Tompson. Will this law correct that? 

Mr. Sarrerrietp. No, sir. 

Mr. TuHomrson. This will correct only the rice difficulties? 

Mr. SatrerrieLD. Yes, sir. Recently the Senate passed a bill, S. 
606, which would correct this situation on wheat. We have comparable 
provisions in the present law for both wheat and rice which allow 
a person to grow the crop without allotment and the following year 
qualify as an old producer. S. 606 would correct this defect in the 
law for wheat. 

Mr. Tompson. Well, as a practical matter, how much acreage is 
this hypothetical gentleman we are speaking of going to get this year? 

Mr: Sarrerrterp. I don’t know. That would be entirely up to the 
county committee. 

Mr. Tromrson. This man, say, planted a hundred acres, producing 
nothing. Would he claim to be an old producer of a hundred acres 
of rice? Just as a wild guess, what would you say they would give 
him this year? 

Mr. SAtrerFreLD. Well I would say if the county committee was on 
its toes it wouldn’t give him very much. 
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Mr. THomrson. Would they have to give him something? 

Mr. Sarrerrrecp. They would have to give him something. 

Mr. Tuomeson. I believe that the Department recommended this 
bill and also recommended some amendments. Is that correct? 

Mr. SarrerrrevD. That is correct. 

Mr. THomeson. Will you explain those amendments? 

Mr. SarrerriecD. Well the first amendment that we recommended 
was to extend the so-called Barden amendment to rice. This proposed 
amendment contains a modified version of the original Barden amend- 
ment. The Barden amendment was originally enacted for tobacco, 
wheat, and cotton, and was later extended to peanuts. It originally 
provided that the allotment for any lands which were acquired by the 
Federal Government for national-defense purposes be pooled for reap- 
portionment to other farms owned or acquired by the dispossessed farm 
owners. In our proposed amendment we have not only included acqui- 
sitions by the Federal Government for national-defense purposes but 
acquisitions by any agency having the right of eminent domain. The 
provisions of this amendment would apply in those instances where 
flood-control and other public projects have taken out of production 
substantial acreages of cropland; and, with the national highway pro- 

ram beginning to take effect, we can expect substantial parts of many 

arms to be acquired for highway rights-of-way. We feel that the 
owners of farms which are acquired for any of these purposes should 
be permitted under certain conditions to transfer the allotment to 
another farm which he may own or subsequently acquire. 

Mr. Tuompson. And this amendment provides for that sort of a 
contingency ¢ 

Mr. SarrerrretD. This amendment provides for that sort of 
contingency. 

Mr. Garutnes. Mr. Chairman, that amendment is most advisable, 
it seems to me, in view of the fact, as Mr. Satterfield has said, we are 
now embarking on a great highway program and quite a lot of land 
would be acquired by eminent domain for that purpose as well as 
flood-control projects and other purposes. 

Now, I just wondered now how it would be administered? Give us 
your ideas with respect to that provision. I, as a rice grower who 
had 50 acres taken for roadbuilding purposes, 50 acres of my allot- 
ment. Now it’s put back into the pool as I understand. But now, 
what if I were to go over into another county—I am right close to the 
county line—with my 50-acre allotment and I have another farm 
over in another country. How would you administer the act in some 
way as to give me the privilege of planting that 50-acre allotment in 
an adjoining county ? 

Mr. Sarrerrrerp. We would handle it through a State pool. By 
establishing a State pool we would be able to transfer your allotment 
to any other farm which you might own or acquire within the State. 
If you owned or acquired a farm in another State, I suppose we would 
be able to transfer the allotment to the other State. 

Mr. Garutnes. Good. 

Let me ask you now, What if a situation were to occur in which I 
couldn’t obtain land that I could rent to put my allotment elsewhere 
and it would go back in the pool for redistribution to other rice 
growers in the county ? 
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Mr. SatrerFietp. No. It would be used only for the benefit of the 
dispossessed owner of the farm acquired. 

Mr. Gatutnes. The pool is set up only for displaced owners? 

Mr. Satrerrievp. Right. 

Mr. Tuompeson. Where is this pool coming from / 

Mr. Sarrerrtevp. It is the allotment established for farms acquired 
by any State, Federal, or other agency having the right of eminent 
domain which will go into the pool. 

Mr. Tuompson. I understood you were referring to the available 
land in the pool. 

Mr. Sarrerrietp. No. It is the allotment that goes into the pool 
and that allotment can be used only for the purpose of making an 
allotment to other farms owned or acquired by the dispossessed farm 
owner. 

Mr. Gatutnes. Well, now, it won’t make any difference whether 
you are dealing with a California or Arkansas rice allotment under 
this provision. Regardless of the fact that in Texas a man can carry 
his allotment with him, but now this will be administered as across 
the board ? 

Mr. SatrerFiecp. Right. 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, that seems to me to be a very important 
provision. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a couple of questions 
in connection with this because I am interested in it from the stand- 
point of cotton. 

Now, first off [reading]: 
or other agency having a right of eminent domain shall be placed in an allotment 


pool and shall be used only to establish allotments for other farms owned or 
acquired by the owner of the farm so acquired by such agency— 


What happens if these lost acres placed in this pool are not recaptured 
within the 3-year period? Do they then revert to the general county 
history and State history and can be allotted to anyone? 2 

Mr. SatrerFietp. No, it would not revert to the State and county 
history and would not become available for appointment to other 
producers. 

Mr. Hacen. You are not setting up a situation where the State 
or county would lose this acreage in the event it wasn’t claimed within 
3 years ¢ 

Mr. Satrerrretp. No. They would lose only a part of it because 
the State and county allotments are based upon 5 years of history. 
To the extent that the pooled allotments were not used over a 3-year 
period means that they wouldn’t lose the full equivalent of what 
went into the pool for the simple reason that they would have 2 years 
of history which would be automatically carried as State and county 
history after the producer became ineligible to claim his pooled 
allotment. 

Mr. Hacen. Of course you could provide here that this acreage 
shall be deemed to have been planted during this 3-year period just 
like we are on the Matthews bill on eliminating this notice require- 
ment. That would cure it; wouldn’t it? 

94910—57 
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Mr. Sarrerrietp. That is true. But I wonder, Congressman, if 
you would want to do that. Under the provisions of law we have 
today rice allotments are fairly stable from one year to the next. 
Would you want to freeze the current pattern of production from 
here on out or should there be some flexibility to permit adjustments 
for trends in plantings? 

Mr. Hacen. Well you might have a county where there was a large 
land acquisition, we will say, and these farmers were not in a posi- 
tion immediately, say for a period of 3 years, to claim this acreage. 
They would be affected themselves adversely and the other farmers 
in the area would be adversely affected. 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. That is true, if they eventually came back into 
the production of rice. But suppose they quit completely after they 
had their original farms acquired ? 

Mr. Hacen. Their neighbors would get another gratuity, of course. 

Mr. Sartrerrtetp. That is right. 

Mr. Hagen. Another question I would like to ask. They can shift 
this acreage out of this pool to acreages they otherwise own or acquire; 
right? 

r. SATTERFTELD. Correct. 

Mr. Hagen. Then you establish a further standard. They can 
shift this to a farm which has rice on it, has had rice on it or a farm 
which has had no rice on it? 

Mr. Satrerrietp. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. Now, but then you say [reading]: 
after taking into consideration the allotment acreage which was placed in the 
pool from the farm acquired from the applicant— 
in other words the ceiling on this is the number of acres that were 
lost 

Mr. SatrerrietD. The acreage which was placed in the pool. 

Mr. Hacen (continues reading) : 





shall be comparable with the allotments established for other farms in the same 
area which are similar except for the past acreage of rice. 

Now let’s say there is a situation where farmer X has been grow- 
ing rice, we will say on 100 of 400 acres. He loses 100 acres to the 
Government and, as I understand it, that. 400 rice acreage is prorated 
between the 100 acres he lost and the remainder that he has, so that 
that creates the necessity in this instance for this allotment pool. Now 
under this language can he then shift this lost prorata part of the 100 
acres back to his remaining acres, we will say that the land remaining 
was in excess of his allotment? Can you shift those acres off that land 
back acre for acre or would you say if you do that your allotment is 
not comparable for the same acreage of other farms? 

Mr. Satrerrietp. Well, I was going to say that he could do that so 
long as his allotment was comparable to the allotment for other farms 
of similar size. 

Now suppose that he had been growing 100 acres of rice on 400 
acres of land. 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. And his allotment was below the rest of the 
county or the community with respect to the relationship or ratio of 
rice to the total cropland, and if by shifting this acreage to the other 
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land it doesn’t throw the farm out of line with the other farms in the 
community or county I would say it would be permissible. 

Now here is the thing we would run up against in those kinds of 
situations without some provision similar to our proposed amendment. 
We might have a man who has a part of his farm acquired and the 
cropland left would be no longer then the original allotment estab- 
lished for the farm. We would have difficulty in satisfying his neigh- 
bors. ‘They could say, see here this man has 100 percent of his crop- 
land as a rice allotment while we have only 30 percent of our devel- 
oped riceland as an allotment. It would be very difficult to satisfy his 
neighbors when you go beyond the cropland ratio. 

Mr. Garuines. Yet, at the same time, if you will yield, he has lost 
his 100-acre allotment by virtue of a road going through or a public 
improvement, and it looks like to me he should be given the privilege 
of planting that 100 elsewhere. 

Mr. Satrerrrep. Well he does under this amendment, if he acquires 
additional land so as to keep his allotment on a comparable basis 
with his neighbors. 

Mr. Hagen. There you are helping out the man who is in the posi- 
tion of acquiring additional land more than the man who has the 
land and has just divided his farm with the Government; isn’t that 
correct ? 

Mr. Garuines. If you will yield, now I have a situation along that 
line down in my district where the lower St. Francis River project is 
going through. 

They are going in there and acquiring right-of-way for the build- 
ing of a levee and also for the new realinement of the river. 

As they go through here for miles they pick up these farms all 
along the way. 

Now under the taxation laws as they are now invoked, this man 
here on this piece of land that had been acquired by eminent domain 
can go over and buy a farm of comparable value elsewhere and would 
not be required to pay the tax that he would have had to pay by virtue 
of selling the land back to the Government. In other words he had 
acquired this piece of land for $50 and now he is getting $150, so he 
wouldn’t have to pay that 25 percent or more tax if he would get 
another piece of land in the county or anywhere nearby. 

But you can’t buy that land. You can’t acquire the second farm. 
It can’t be done. And I have a bill now pending before the Ways 
and Means Committee to permit that person to put the money into 
city property, in apartment buildings or something of that nature. 

But anyway, that is the point that you are making. He would 
have to get himself some land and it is very difficult to do. It makes 
it pretty hard to acquire land now. Land is not easy to obtain for 
farming purposes. And you would get right back to the situation 
here that Mr. Hagen had related where he would want to shift his 
allotment over from one farm to the other. 

Mr. Hagen. Would you yield? Actually this same requirement 
is needed in the cotton law, is it not? 

Mr. THomrson. Oh yes; or any other allotment crop. 

Mr, Sarrerrietp. I think that is true. 

Mr. Hagen. At the proper time, Mr. Chairman, I wish you would 
consider adding this same language to the cotton law. 
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Mr. Tuompson. I think it should be done by all means. I doubt if 
this committee has the authority to do it, but I think when we bring 
this bill up before the full committee that should be suggested. 

Now the case that brought this so forcibly to our mind was where 
a man came over there from Louisiana and planted his rice between 
the rows of grain sorghum or something. There is a parallel case 
where they did the same thing with cotton. So Bob Poage, for in- 
stance, is very well aware of it, and I think Bob, when we suggest it to 
him, will want to present an amendment to make it broader in nature 
than the Rice Committee should handle, except with the authority 
of the committee. I think you are absolutely right that it should be 
done. 

This wording, I want to ask the judge about it. [Reading :] 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the acreage allotment 
established, or which would have been established, for a farm which is re- 
moved from agricultural production— 

Should not that read “a farm or any other substantial portion 
thereof” ? Suppo you don’t take the whole farm. Suppose you go 
through a strip ¢ 

Mr. Sarrerrte.p. I think it can be interpreted to mean either a farm 
or part of afarm. We discussed this with the General Counsel’s office 
and they say it can be interpreted that way. 

Mr. Grattan: It is going to be difficult for these farmers to obtain 
leased ground or ground upon which they could acquire by purchase 
to move that allotment over. I think you are going to find it very 
difficult to buy land at this time. 

Mr. Tuomrson. There is no question about that, But just before 
we leave that point, it seems to me that we should say “or part 
thereof.” Otherwise it says right in the law, it is a man’s farm and 
I don’t think it necessarily implies a part unless we write it in there. 

Mr. Satrerriecp. Congressman, we have Mr. Rollins here with us 
who is working on the farm allotment end of the rice program, and 
I would like to ask him to comment on this particular point in our 
discussion if he has any ideas about it. 

Mr. Krurcer. Before we go into that, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to ask one question. 

Now, if you are losing this land for right-of-way purposes or 
whatever it may be and you are going over here buying a piece of 
land and you want that acreage, rice acreage transferred here, now 
hasn’t this farm in itself a rice acreage already ? 

Mr. Satrerrievp. It may or may not have. 

Mr. Krvecer. What if it has? 

Mr. Satrerriecp, Well if it has, you couldn’t transfer the allotment 
if it increased the ratio of rice to cropland for the farm above the 
county average. If it was a small allotment, it could probably be 
transferred to the farm without throwing it out of line with other 
farms in the area. 

What is involved, of course, is keeping the allotment for the 
newly acquired farm at about the same proportion of cropland as 
on other farms in the community. 

Mr. Tuompson. Of course, none of this applies to Texas or Cali- 
fornia; does it? 

Mr. SatrerrirevD. No; it wouldn’t except in the case of an owner- 
operator farm. 
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Mr. Tuompson. That is correct. The reason for that is in Texas 
and California the allotment goes to the farmer and not to the farm. 
So he has a very different problem. 

Let’s hear from Mr. Rollins about the necessity for saying “farm 
or portion thereof.” 

Mr. Rots. Well, Mr, Chairman, since there are several ap- 
proaches perhaps that could be taken, I think from a practical stand- 

oint it might be well to say “farm or any part thereof,” primarily 

cause as a general rule if we were to assume that farm A has 400 
acres of developed riceland with 100 acres allotment and 100 acres 
of the developed riceland was acquired under this proviso—now there 
are exceptions on this—but basically that would reduce the allotment 
remaining on the 300 acres to 75 acres and the 25 acres which go 
with the 100 acres of developed riceland theoretically would go into 
the State pool. Then, of course, it would lose its identity after it 
once goes into the pool. 

Now, as I said, there are 2 or 3 approaches to this. One, as has 
been discussed previously, would be that if the county committee, in 
reviewing the 75-acre allotment as compared to the 300 acres developed 
riceland which remains; determined that such allotment was fair and 
reasonable when compared to similar farms, then perhaps they would 
not be permitted to allocate any additional acreage to the 300-acre 
tract or increase the 75 acres. But in the event this same producer 
acquired another farm, and, incidentally, ’m not sure whether that 
is limited to the country or to the State, Mr. Satterfield. 

Mr. Sarrerriexp. It will be limited to the State, I think, unless we 
had to make special provision for transfer across State lines. 

Mr. Rotuins. Well, then, if we assume that this producer acquired 
a second farm within the county or within the State as the case may 
be which now has an allotment which is inadequate taking the usual 
factors into consideration, then he might receive an adjustment from 
the State pool in the allotment. for the second farm. 

But, on the other hand, if the county committee in that county de- 
termined that the allotment for that farm was fair and reasonable 
when compared to the other farms, then perhaps there would be no 
adjustment made in that particular allotment. 

So, basically, it’s a matter of assuring this producer, Congressman, 
that he will not lose overall acreage allotment by virtue of havi ing 
lost land because of this action. 

Mr. Garuines. Mr. Rollins, you may do that or you may not assure 
him because it is very difficult to acquire land. 

Mr. Roxurns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Toompson. Well would the bill be helped or hurt by inserting 
“farm or any part thereof”? 

Mr. Rotuins. Well, frankly, as Mr. Satterfield has pointed out, I 
think it’s possible to interpret it that way without saying it. How- 
ever, perhaps the committee would rather it be said specific ally. 

Mr. Gaturnes. If there is no objection—there couldn’t be any ob- 
jection to “part thereof.” 

Mr. THompson. I think it may save a lot of trouble in the future. 

Mr. Sarrerrtep. I can’t see any objection to it. 

Mr. THompson. Well we will get the committee’s vote on that in a 
few moments. 

Now, is that amendment clear to everybody for the purpose of it? 
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Now, what about this other amendment ? 

Mr. SatrerFieLp. The second amendment provides that beginning 
with the 1958 crop of rice the penalty rate on the farm marketing 
excess shall be 65 percent of parity instead of 50 percent as it is at 
present. 

In the numerous meetings we have had with our administrative 
people and with producers, we find that everyone feels that the pen- 
alty rate on any marketing quota commodity, particularly rice, 
should be high enough to discourage producers from overplanting 
their farm allotments. 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, Judge, I believe you told me the producers 
requested the Department to submit this amendment. 

Mr. Sarrerrietp. Yes. We have had numerous producers to make 
that recommendation. 

Mr. THomrson. I know they have told me the same thing. 

Mr. Garurnas. Sixty-five percent of parity penalty instead of 50? 

Mr. SATrerFIeLp. Yes. 

Mr. Garuines. You mean that they will pay the 50-percent penalty, 
and overplant ? 

Mr. SarrerrrevD. That is true. Occasionally you will have a pro- 
ducer who feels that he can increase his yield, through the use of 
fertilizer and improved cultural practices, to a point above the normal 
yield established for the farm where it would be profitable for him 
to overplant the farm allotment and pay the 50-percent penalty on 
the production from the excess acreage. 

Mr. TuHomrson. That is a fact; yes. 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. We have this kind of situation, Congressman, 
where the farm has been devoted to rice for a number of years and let 
run down. The potential productivity of the farm is substantially 
above the normal yield established for the farm. The normal yield 
reflects the trend in yields that has been taking place on the farm in 
recent years. It has been going down. <A new operator comes along 
and takes over the farm. He feels that the normal yield at this par- 
ticular time is not so high but what he can’t load the land with fer- 
tilizer and adopt improved cultural practices to the extent of bringing 
the actual yield up to twice the size of the normal yield. He thinks 
that if he does so, why can’t he make a profit by overplanting the 
allotment and paying the 50-percent penalty since the penalty applies 
to the production that part of the acreage which was in excess oF the 
farm allotment. 

Mr. Garuines. Has that been practiced ? 

Mr. Sarrerrierp. Not too much. We have had only a few cases. 

Mr. Tuompson. Apparently those who have, have just upset the 
whole applecart. 

Mr. Sarrerrrecp. That is right, the few we have had. The other 
producers are very incensed about it. 

Mr. Tompson. I think the rice industry perhaps more than, well 
I won’t say more than the others, but certainly the rice industry to an 
outstanding extent, has tried to abide by the letter of the law, the 
letter and the spirit of the law. 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. We have had higher participation on rice when 
quotas were in effect than for any other commodity. 








RICE ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 11 


Mr. THomeson. Well, since the producers have made the suggestion 
I personally would like to go along with them. However, it is up to 
the committee. 

Is there any further discussion on this particular amendment? 

Mr. Hagen. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. Outside of this fact that he is getting in a category 
of being an old producer, he cannot establish any history by over- 
planting rice, can he? 

Mr Satrerrtetp. No, sir. 

Mr. THomrson. Any further questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Gatutnes. I would like to ask, Has your question been an- 
swered ? 

Mr. Hagen. He said, “No,” that you couldn’t establish history by 
overplanting. 

Mr. Gaturnes. Now, Mr. Chairman, I haven’t had a chance to give 
much thought to the first part of your bill, and I would like to get a 
little more explanation.of what is being done by inserting the words 
“in the State” in section 353 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended. 

Mr. Sarrerrrecp. We feel that the law should be made abundantly 
clear that for a producer to receive credit for rice history he must 
have produced rice in the State in which an allotment is to be estab- 
lished for him. 

Mr. TuHompson. So that they can’t go from Louisiana to Arkansas, 
and from Texas to Arkansas, and Arkansas to Oklahoma. 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. That is right. The transfer of personal rice his- 
tory, from a State in which rice allotments are determined on a farm 
basis to a State in which rice allotments are determined on a pro- 
ducer basis should not be permitted. As the rice legislation now 
stands, it is possible for a producer in Arkansas to utilize his rice 
history for obtaining a farm allotment in that State and at the 
same time use it for obtaining a producer allotment in Texas. 

Mr. Gatutnes. Well now, can you turn it around and take a man 
out of Texas and move him to Arkansas ? 

Mr. Sarrerrrevp. Not at all. It works that way for the simple 
reason that rice allotments in Arkansas are tied to the land instead 
of the producer. In Texas the allotments are tied to the producer 
instead of the land. Unless the legislation is made absolutely clear 
on this point there is likely to be a substantial number of producers 
in Louisiana, along the Texas State line, who will utilize their rice 
history for establishing a farm allotment in Louisiana, then go over to 
Texas and lease land and request a producer allotment on the basis of 
their past history of rice production in Louisiana. Allotments in 
Texas are determined on a producer basis. 

Mr. Garurnes. Could the same thing apply to California? 

Mr. Sarrerrretp. It could apply to California. That is quite a 
distance away from the other producing areas. I don’t think we 
have too many rice producers migrating that far. But we do have 
it between Texas and Louisiana and Arkansas and Texas. As you 
know, Congressman, we have a few rice-producing counties in south- 
west Arkansas which are adjacent to Bowie County, Tex., which also 








12 RICE ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


produces rice. There has been one case in this area involving an 
Arkansas producer who wanted to utilize his rice history to obtain 
a producer allotment in Texas after using it to obtain a farm allotment 
in Arkansas. 

Well, any time that happens it must come out of the Texas State 
allotment since there is no way to compensate the State for it. You 
have nothing to transfer because rice history in Arkansas is tied to 
the farm. Asa result, Texas producers would be penalized. 

Mr. Garutnes. Well, the case where a man has a farm allotment in 
Louisiana and wants to go to Texas where they have a farmer allot- 
ment and the same way of an Arkansas farmer going to Texas. 

Mr. THompson. As you frequently suggest or rather imply, by 
you I am not talking about you personally but you people in Arkansas, 
frequently suggest that you may want to go on the Texas-California 
plan. If you should ever do that then this bill will protect you against. 
the encroachment of some farmer who comes in with a producer 


allotment. 
Mr. Garutines. I don’t think we will ever want to go on the Texas- 


California plan. 

Mr. Tuompson. Possibly not, but some of your producers some- 
times suggest it. 

Is that cleared up to your satisfaction ? 

Mr. Garuines. Yes; that is all right. 

Now what else will the first part of this bill do? 

Mr. SarrerFievp. Well, the other point concerns a producer who 
plants rice without an allotment. Under existing legislation a pro- 
ducer who plants rice without allotment can qualify the following 
year as an old producer but without rice history. 

Mr. Garurnes. Let’s see what effect that will have now. We have 
an awful lot of new territory going to rice, at least that has been the 
situation in recent years. Rice has been moving farther eastward in 
Arkansas. Under present law a man produced rice in one year when 
it was wide open. He moved in there in 1954 or 1953, I believe 1953, 
and it was a wide open year and no quotas. 

Mr. SatrerFretp. 1954 was the last year that acreage allotments 
were not in effect. 

Mr. Garutnes. He put in his well and started in business of 
growing rice. Now you have a great area over here where they 
have an awful lot of developed riceland and they just get a small 
percent of that developed riceland as an allotment. But. this man 
here who goes in a new county and starts growing rice for 1 year 
he had an appreciable percentage, say, 40 percent maybe of that land 
in 1954 was given him as an allotment. 

Mr. SatrerFretp. In 1954 there were no rice allotments. It was 
wide open as you have stated. It was possible for him to plant all 
his developed riceland to rice that year. Average allotments were 
invoked for the 1955 crop. 

Mr. Gatuines. He had only a 1-year history. 

Mr. Satrerrrecp. One-year history. Then he received credit. to- 
ward an allotment for only one-fifth of the history which he built 
up that year unless the county committee felt, that it would create 
such a hardship on him that he couldn’t continue to operate. They 
may have adjusted the average history upward. They would first 
determine the 5-year average by taking the 1-year history divided 
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by 5. If such average did not appear to be adequate to give him 
an allotment which would constitute an economical operation, the 
county committee could make an upward adjustment in it. But he 
would not get an allotment which was out of line with the other 
average that you are speaking of. 

Mr. Gatuines. It would of course if he got 2 years. 

Mr. SaTTeRFIELD. 'Two years divided by “5. In that case the prob- 
ably wouldn’t give him an upward ecrepen They would have 
based his average history on 2 years divided by 5 

Mr. Garurnes. Two-fifths. Well what will this do now? Will 
this more or less liberalize the 1-year man or will it serve to hold 
him back ? 

Mr. SatTerFrieLp. Well it serves to hold back the newcomers into 
the rice industry. As you know, the law provides that only a limited 
reserve can be apportioned to new producers and under the provi- 
sions of H. R. 4709 they would have to come into the production of 
rice as a new producer with an allotment. 

Mr. Gatuines. Well what is the reasoning behind this requirement? 

Mr. SATTERFIELD. We have had a few producers planting rice with- 

out an allotment who have gone before the county committee the 
following year and demanded an allotment as an old producer. The 
General Counsel’s office has held that the committee cannot establish 
a zero allotment for such individuals, even though they have no rice 
history. They have no rice history, because the law provides that 
any acreage planted in excess of the farm allotment shall not be 
taken into account in establishing future allotments. By the mere 
fact that these producers must be considered old producers, we are 
required to give them an allotment other than zero. The county 
committees probably ive them insignificant allotments which they 
can’t afford to plant; thereby becoming unused allotments unless they 
are released to the county committee for reapportionment in to other 
farms. If this provision was written into the law the committees 
would give them a zero for that particular year. 

Mr. THompson. The county committees are very anxious that we 
do that. If we give him too little they take it into court and give 
all kinds of trouble. The law is not clear on this. It was never the 
intent of the law to permit the overplanting and granting of the over- 
planting as history. They never had that in mind. 

Mr. Garnines. W ell, it is not a question of overplanting as I under- 
stand it, maybe just that he is a new grower and now attempting to 
be an old grower. 

Mr. Sarrerriep. As it now stands he is considered to be an old 
grower but maybe he wants to be considered as a new grower. This 


5 
bill wouldn’t bar him from coming in the following year as a new 


grower. He would have to go through the same procedure as any 
other producer that comes in to rice production as a new producer. 

Mr. Tompson. As it is now, he can come in and plant. He can 
make no effort to cultivate. He may or may not cultivate. He may 
or may not harvest any kind of crop. If he harvests a crop at all he 
can sell it and accept his penalty and claim that acreage the next 
year as an old producer. 

Mr. Sarrerrievp. He couldn’t claim the acreage. 

Mr. Tompson. Not the acreage, but he w ould claim as an old pro- 
ducer an allotment. 
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Mr. Hacen. He acquires that title of old grower whether he plants 
a half acre or 100 acres that he doesn’t harvest; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Sarrerrtetp. That is right. 

Mr. THompson. As a practical matter though, if he goes to the 
county committee with only a half-acre history he won’t have as much 
standing as if he goes there with 100 acres. 

Mr. Gatutnes. This is so important in view of the fact that it takes 
about 60 acres for a well to operate economically. 

Mr. Sartrerrrevp. It is this technicality in the law that is causing 
the county committees considerable trouble, and they would like to 
see it corrected. When a man comes into the county office who has 
planted rice the previous year without allotment and says, “I want 
an allotment as an old producer,” the committee would like to be 
able to tell him that he can qualify for an allotment only as a new 
producer and would have to make application for the allotment as 
any other new producer since he had no rice history. He would have 
to go through the same procedure as any other person asking for an 
allotment as a new producer and would receive the same considera- 
tion. 

Mr. Tuomprson. Well, now, it can hurt no farm in which the allot- 
ment runs with the farm. It can be of material assistance to Texas 
and California where the allotment runs with the farmer. 

Mr. Satrerrtetp. I would say it could be of material assistance in 
States where rice allotments are determined on a farm basis. We 
could have a few producers in these States who might plant rice 
without a farm allotment. The only deterrent to planting is the 
marketing quota penalty. A farm in these States on which rice is 
produced without an allotment can under the present law qualify the 
following year for an allotment as an old farm. The General Coun- 
sel’s office has held that if the farm is determined to be an old farm . 
we will have to establish an allotment for it of something other than 
zero. 

Mr. Gatuines. Now getting back here to this recommendation in- 
corporated in the Department’s rejort, I see where the proviso here 
on page 2 of the report requires [reading] : 

That such owner must make application therefor within 3 years after the end 
of the calendar year in which such farm was removed from agricultural 
production— 

Now, how do you give the farmer the information that he will be 
barred unless he comes in within 3 years? What kind of system is 
used at the county level to give him that information? Is it done by 
letter or is it done by release to the county papers or just how ? 

Mr. Satrerrtevp. I think we would use each of those means of com- 
munication, Congressman. First of all, to meet the legal require- 
ment of the Public Procedures Act we would publish the regula- 
tions in the Federal Register. Then we would provide in our in- 
structions to county committees that they notify by letter each pro- 


ducer concerned. Also, that they publicize such information in the 
local newspapers and over radio to remind dispossessed owners of 
farms acquired for these purposes they were eligible to transfer their 
pooled allotments to other farms owned or acquired by them and 
should make application for such allotments within the applicable 
3-year period. We would see that this was done. 
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Mr. Garnines. Well there are a lot of cases where folks neglect to 
comply with specific provisions of law with respect to time limita- 
tions with which to make application. 

Mr. Sarrerrietp. As it is now on cotton, tobacco, and peanuts, a 
dispossessed farm owner has 5 years in which to make application 
for his pooled allotment. But I feel that with the heavy investment 
that a rice producer has in machinery which is necessary in rice cul- 
ture he can’t afford to wait longer than 3 years to get back into rice 
production. He would have to get rid of his mac hinery if he were 
out longer than 2 years. He couldn’t let it sit and rust for 5 years. 
Three years is as long as he can possibly remain out and expect to get 
back into rice production without disposing of his old machinery and 
buying new. 

It seems to me that the 8 years is ample time for a rice a 
who is displaced through the a requisition of his farm to get back into 
the production of rice ‘if he is ever going to produce rice again. 

Mr. Garuincs. What I had in mind was to be sure that the farmer 
recognized that after 3 years it is too late for him to apply for that 
history. 

Mr. Tuompson. Well most certainly a displaced man is going to 
read very carefully his privileges and prerogatives as such. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your indulgence 
to come back to this same subject. You mentioned S. 606, which 
is Senator O’Mahoney’s bill which deals with wheat, and, inciden- 
tally, ina very similar fashion with respect to this transfer. 

Mr. Gatuineas. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. You may find it desirable to amend this after this 
O’Mahoney bill. 

Mr. THompeson. That has been suggested, Harlan. 

Mr. Hacen. I went over there on this cotton problem and I want to 
read to you some language which was drafted by myself, Mr. 
Harker Stanton, and the Department, which deals with this same 
subject. I would like to read it so the members of the committee 
might have your comment on it as a possible substitute for this. 

May I do that? 

Mr. THompson. Surely. 

Mr. Hacen. With the understanding, of course, that this deals with 
the Cotton Act or the cotton sections of the act of 1938. 

The first two sentences of section 344 (h) of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended, are amended to read as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the county committee, 
upon application by the owner or operator of the farm, (1) may establish an 
allotment for any cotton farm acquired in 1940 or thereafter for nonfarming 
purposes by the United States or any State or agency thereof, which has been 
returned to agricultural production but which is not eligible for an allotment 
under paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (f) of this section, and (2) shall 
transfer the allotment together with the farm cotton acreage history of any 
cotton farm acquired in the State in 1940 or thereafter from any person for a 
governmental or other public purpose to any other farm within such State owned 
or operated by such person: Provided, That no allotment shall be established 
for or transferred to any such farm unless application therefore is filed within 
three years after acquisition of such farm by the applicant or within three years 
after the acquisition for a public purpose of the farm for which the allotment 


is to be transferred: Provided further, That the allotment of the farm to which 
any such transfer is made shall not exceed the acreage on the farm well suited 
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to the production of cotton: And provided, further, That no person shall be en- 
titled to receive an allotment under both (1) and (2) of this subsection. 

The allotment made for any farm under (1) of this subsection shall compare 
with the allotments established with other farms in the same area which are 
similar, taking into consideration the land, labor, and equipment available for 
production of cotton, crop-rotation practices, and the soil and other physical 
facilities affecting the production of cotton. 


Does that language do anything different than your language? 

Mr. Sarrerrtep. I am afraid it does. 

Mr. Hagen. What does it do? 

Mr. Sarrerriecp. It appears to me that you would go all the way 
up to the total cropland on the farm if the total was suitable for the 
production of cotton. 

Mr. Hagen. Well, in other words this would permit an acre-for- 
acre transfer which from the standpoint of the man who loses his 
farm involuntarily is better ? 

Mr. SarrerrietD. As I understood the case which we were talking 
about here earlier, where a man had a 100-acre allotment on a 400- 
acre farm and had most of his land acquired by an agency having 
the right of eminent domain, would have only 100 acres of cropland 
left on which he would want to place the 100-acre allotment. 

Mr. Hacen. Well, to get back to this illustration Mr. Rollins gave, 
where he stated in effect that with his 400-acre farm, 100-acre allot- 
ment, the man would lose 100 acres of land and 25 acres allotment to the 
Government, it would be debatable where, there would be an element 
of doubt whether he could acquire that 25 acres to plant.on his 
remaining 300 to bring his new allotment up to his old 100-acre allot- 
ment, but under this provision there wouldn’t be any doubt about. it. 

Mr. Satrerrietp. That is right. 

Mr. Hacen. He could be automatically assured of his 100 acres even 
if assuming he had a smaller farm and he had to plant all of it into 
this magnified allotment. Isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. SAtTrerFreLD. I am not sure. 

Mr. Hacen. It permits an acre-for-acre transfer. 

Mr. Garutnes. Probably we ought to take that up and look into it 
as to cotton. 

Mr. Satrerrietp. Of course, I wouldn’t want to testify on this 
same thing for cotton because I have nothing to do with the cotton 
allotment programs. 

Mr. Tuompson. I have a feeling, if it is agreeable to the rest of you, 
that we should adopt these amendments as is with that one proviso 

“or any part thereof” and then let the Cotton Subcommittee handle 
that cotton allotment. However, I don’t want to close discussion if 
there are any further questions on this. 

Mr. Garutnes. Mr. Chairman, I think we have developed this case 
pretty well here. 

Mr. Tuompeson. Then the Chair would entertain a motion to adopt 
the 2 amendments as suggested with the inclusion on line 4 of page 
2 after the word “farm” insert “or any part thereof.” 

Mr. Garuines. I will second the motion. 

Mr. Tuompson. Before we do that let us make the letter of the 
Department of Agriculture to the chairman with reference to the 
bill H. R. 4709 a part of the record. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon. Harorp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Coortey: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 4709, a bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
with respect to rice acreage allotment history. 

This Department recommends the enactment of H. R. 4709, modified as in- 
dicated below. 

H. R. 4709 would amend section 353 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, so as to provide (1) that persons who have produced rice 
in any one of the preceding 5 years may qualify for an acreage allotment as 
“old” producers only if they have produced rice within the State during such 
period and (2) that the planting of rice in 1957 or any subsequent year on a 
farm for which no rice acreage allotment was established shall not make the 
farm eligible for an allotment as an “old” farm or the producers on the farm 
eligible for an allotment as “old” producers. 

As the law now stands, any person who produced rice in any 1 of the pre- 
ceding 5 years can, in a State where farm rice acreage allotments are deter- 
mined on the basis of past production of rice by the producer on the farm, 
qualify for an allotment as an “old” producer even though he did not produce 
rice in the State during the applicable base period. Also, under the present 
law, the planting of rice on a farm for which no rice-acreage allotment was 
established will make the farm eligible for an allotment as an “old” farm or 
the producers on the farm eligible for an allotment as “old” producers. We 
do not feel that these situations should be permitted to exist and, therefore, 
recommend the enactment of H. R. 4709. 

Since the so-called Barden amendment originally was enacted for tobacco, 
wheat, and cotton and, subsequently, extended by law to peanuts, we feel that 
similar provisions of law should also be extended to rice. Thus, we propose 
that H. R. 4709 be modified by adding thereto a new section 2 to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 2. Section 353 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof a new subsection (f) reading as follows: 

“*(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the acreage al- 
lotment established, or which would have been established, for a farm which 
is removed from agricultural production because of acquisition in 1955 or there- 
after by any Federal, State, or other agency having a right of eminent domain 
shall be placed in an allotment pool and shall be used only to establish allotments 
for other farms owned or acquired by the owner of the farm so acquired by such 
agency: Provided, That such owner must make application therefor within three 
years after the end of the calendar year in which such farm was removed 
from agricultural production: Provided further, That the allotment so made 
for any farm, including a farm on which rice has not been planted to any of the 
five crops of rice preceding the crop for which the allotment is made, after 
taking into consideration the allotment acreage which was placed in the pool 
from the farm acquired from the applicant, shall be comparable with the allot- 
ments established for other farms in the same area which are similar except 
for the past acreage of rice.’ ” 

In order to more effectively discourage rice producers from overplanting 
their farm allotments and harvesting the excess acreage, which in subsequent 
years may adversely affect the allotments determined for other producers, and 
to provide for the termination of marketing quotas on previous crops of rice 
when quotas are not in effect on the current crop, we propose that H. R. 4709 
be further modified by adding thereto a new section 3 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3. Section 356 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended (1) by adding at the end of subsection (a) a new sentence reading 
as follows: ‘Effective beginning with the 1958 crop, the rate of penalty on rice 
shall be 65 per centum of the parity price per pound for rice as of June 15 of 
the calendar year in which the crop is produced.’, and (2) by adding at the 
end of such section a new subsection (h) reading as follows: ‘(h) Whenever, 
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in any marketing year, marketing quotas are not in effect with respect to the 
crop of rice produced in the calendar year in which such marketing year be- 
gins, all marketing quotas applicable to previous crops of rice shall be termi- 
nated, effective as of the first day of such marketing year. Such termination 
shall not abate any penalty previously incurred by a producer or relieve any 
buyer of the duty to remit penalties previously collected by him.’ ” 

Under existing law pertaining to marketing quotas on rice, there are no 
provisions for terminating quotas on previous crops whenever quotas on the 
current crop are terminated. The proposed new subsection (h) to be added 
at the end of section 356 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, provides for such termination and makes clear that the termination 
would not relieve any person of any penalty on any previous crop which became 
due and payable prior to such termination. The language in the last sentence 
of the proposed new subsection (h) makes clear the privileges and liabilities 
of producers and buyers of rice upon termination of quotas. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


Mr. Tuompson. We will go off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the hearing was closed.) 
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